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DECLARATION' FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION

SITE NAVE AND LOCATION; Operating Industries, Inc., Monterey
Park, California

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE;

This decision document represents the selected remedial
action for the Operating Industries, Inc. site developed in
accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Com-
pensation and Liability Act of I960 (CERCLA), the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1966 (SARA), and the
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan (NCP)
(40 C.F.R., Part 300).

The State of California has concurred with the selected remedy.

STATEMENT OF EASIS;

This decision is based upon the administrative record (index
attached). The attached index identifies the items which comprise
the administrative record upon which the selection of a remedial
action is based.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY:

The selected remedy consists of an on-site leachate treatment
using the Alternative 15 treatment process at a facility to be
designed and contracted at location B as presented in the
Leachate Management Feasibility Study. The selected remedy
represents an operable unit consistent with the final remedial
action.

Declarations

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
environment and has been determined to be cost effective
and consistent with the final remedial action. This remedy
attains the legally applicable or relevant and appropriate
requirements of other Federal and State public health or
environmental laws. This remedy satisfies the preference for
treatment that reduces toxicity, nobility, or volume as a
principal element. Finally, it is determined that this
remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies to the maximum extent practicable.

ti. u. e-7_____
Date John^J/ise

Deputy Reg iona l Adminis t ra tor
U.S. EPA Region 9
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Record of Decision
Concurrence Page

Site; Pperating Industries, Inc. Monterey Park, California

The attached Record of Decision package for the Operating
Industries site, Konterey Park, California has been reviewed and
I concur with the contents.

t/ze/sr?

/
; /

•Steve Anaerson
Acting Deputy Regional Counsel
Office of Regional Counsel

Vtit Zt-mson
Acting Director
Tcxics & Waste Management Divisic:

HarrySeraydaTTan
Director
Water Management Division

f/ir//7

Date

David P*
Director
Air Management Division

Charles W. Murray, Jr. \
Assistant Regional Administraxj
Office of Policy and Manageme;

or
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH SERVICES
714

'C C»

November 16, 1987

Kr. Keith A. TaJtata, Qiief
Superfund Progrars Branch
U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency - Region 3DC

215 Freront Street, T-4
San Franriscc, C& 94105 x

'- /C^7Dear Y^ i ^ n f~t f~ ^ r ^^r

!>3£?Ci KV?,SrZ:-T JZASIEILTTi' STOV,
SITE

>^HN3 PCL'SiKSS, IKC. , lAJOnil

We have re-.-ie^-ec the Fiject Bt-ury and agree with the preferred alternative
cf on-site treatner.t, as presented therein. We feel that this alternative is
mere protective of jxilic health and the environment than the other
alternatives presented, a*x5 prr.'ides the best solution to the ir.terir.
rar.agsnent of ifcaznate and other liquids generated at the Bite.

Regirdinc the siting of the proposed treatment facility', ve believe it sh^^ld
be located as close to the site as feasible. In this regard, we are in
agreement that the northern 45-arre peroel is a p^i table site for this
purpose.

Please call me cr Angelo Belloro at (213) 62D-23BD if ycrj wish to further
discuss this ratter.

Sinoerely,

Alex R.
Oiief Depjty Director

oc: C. David VL
Xngelo Bellcoo
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Decision Suirjnary

Operating Industries, Inc.

Konterey Park, California

September 1967

Prepared by Kevin I. Dick

Enforcement Response Section

Superfund Programs Branch

Toxics and Waste Management Division

United States Environmental Protection Agency

215 Frerr.ont Street

San Francisco, California 94105
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Decision Summary
Operating Industries, Inc. Site

Monterey Park, California

Site Location and Description

The Operating Industries, Inc. (Oil) site is located
approximately 10 miles east of Los Angeles in Konterey Park,
California (see Figure 1). The Oil site consists of a 190-acre
landfill which was operated from 1946 to 1984 and was used
for disposal of municipal and industrial waste. The landfill
contains hazardous waste and hazardous substances and was
listed on the National Priorities List in May, 1986.

The Por.cna Freeway divides the site into a 45-acre northern
parcel and a 145-acre southern parcel. The top of the south
parcel of the landfill is about 150 to 250 feet above the ground
surface ar.d the botto- of the landfill is about 200 feet below
ground surface. Elevation of the upper surface of the south
parcel of the landfill is about 620 to 640 feet above Mean Sea
Level (KSL).

The Oil site is presently owned by the former operators,
Operating Industries, Inc. The EFA has been conducting site
control and monitoring (SCK) activities at the site since Oil
ceased performing these activities in May, 1986. In addition,
EFA has conducted a nurr.ber of emergency actions to mitigate
potential threats to public health and the environment. The
site has become more stabilized as a result of the SCK activities
and the emergency actions.

The City of Monterey Park has a population of 54,338 (1960 Census)
The City of Montebello, which borders the southern parcel of the
landfill, has a population of 52,929 (1980 Census). Several residences
of Montebello are located immediately adjacent to the boundaries
of the landfill. Within a three-mile radius of the site, there
are approximately 53,000 residences.

The perimeter of the southern parcel of the landfill is
fenced. Entrance is restricted and 24-hour security is provided.
Several businesses are currently operating on the northern 45-
acre parcel. These businesses have a lease arrangement with the
operators.

Site History

Landfill operations at the site began in 1948. From 1948
to 1952, the site was used by the City of Monterey Park to dispose
of municipal garbage. Prior to 1948, the site and surrounding
areas were quarried for sands and gravels. In January 1952, the
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site becane a pr:vate]y-ovned landfill under the ownership of
Oil. Fro- 1952 to 19&4, the site was operated as a landfill for
municipal and industrial liquid and soiic wastes. In 1974, the
P on OCT. a Freeway was constructed. The freeway split the landfill
into a north and a south parcel. In June 1975* waste disposal
operations were curtailed in the northern parcel. Operations
were then limited to the area south of the freeway.

On October 6, 1954, the Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWOCB) first permitted disposal of liquids at Oil which
was known as Konterey Disposal Company Dump at that time. Some
of these liquids, and some liquid industrial wastes disposed
prior to the Board's permit, are considered to be hazardous by
current Federal and State statutes and regulations. In 1975, a
32-acre area in the western part of the southern pa-reel was
established as the area of liquid waste disposal and was permitted
to accept Class II-l wastes. Waste disposal operations ceased in
October 1984.

The Oil site was placed on the California Hazardous Waste
Priority List in January 1964. The Oil site was proposed for the
Federal National Priority List (NFL) of uncontrolled hazardous
waste sites in October 19B4 and was finalized on the KPL in Kay
1986.

Over its 36-year life span, the Oil landfill has accepted
the following types of wastes: residential and commercial refuse;
water-insoluble, nondecor.posable inert solids; liquid wastes;
various hazardous wastes including wastewater treatment sludge
fro- production of chrore oxide green pigment; and slop oil
emulsion solids and tank bottom sludges (leaded) from petroleum
refining operations.

In 1974, Getty Synthetic Fuels, Inc. (GSF) entered into
a contractual relationship with Oil for the extraction of gas
from the landfill for processing and sale to Southern California
Gas Company. GSF's gas extraction system went into operation in
1979. In March, 1986, GSF ceased its gas processing activities
and applied to the South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQKD) for a permit to construct an electrical generating
plant. At that time, GSF began to flare the extracted gas in
an incinerator until final permits for construction of the
electrification plant were issued. GSF also applied for a permit
from the City of Monterey Park for discharge of treated effluent
to the sewer. In January, 1986 the City of Monterey park denied
GSF's permit. As a result, GSF decided to abandon their extrac-
tion operations at the Oil landfill as of March 1, 1987. EPA
took over operation of the GSF system in June, 1987.
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Both landfill gas and leachate are generated by the Oil
site. Fro- April 1983 to October 1964, about 25,000 gallons
of leachate per day was collected by Oil's leachate collection
system and disposed of by mixing with the incoming solid waste.
Since then, collected leachate has been stored on-site in
Baker tanks, and transported to a permitted off-site treatment
facility.

The leachate generated at the Oil site is a hazardous waste
as defined by RCRA 261.3 regulations and contains hazardous
organic constituents such as vinyl chloride, trichloroethylene,
benzene and toluene.

Land uses around the landfill began to undergo significant
changes in 1974. These changes included construction of the
POT.or-a Freeway (1574), ar.d increased residential development
within Kontebello City lirr.its to the southwest (1975) and
south (1976) of the facility. A residential area is directly
adjacent to portions of the southern and western boundaries of
the landfill.

D:scu£s:or. of Fast Activities

A nur.ber of site problems have been identified by State and
Federal regulatory agencies. These include:

0 Hazardous leachate seepage and breakthrough on
the lar.dfill slopes.

0 Subsurface and off-site migration of leachate.
e High landfill gas (methane) levels exceeding the

lower explosive limit in nearby residential areas.

• Vinyl chloride present in ambient air emissions
and in subsurface gas on-site and off-site.

• Underground fires and associated subsidence
on-site.

• Slope instability and erosion problems.

• Surface runoff from the elevated fill area.

• Groundwater contamination from leachate and
migrating landfill gas.

• Noxious and offensive odors on- and off-site.
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Partial control measures performed on-site by the owner ir.
prior years include:

e Installation of a leachate collection system.

• Development of an eir-cike air injection system on
the west side of the site to control subsurface gas
ir ig ratio".

• Installation of gas extraction wells around the
perimeter (except for the air-dike area) of the
site and a gas flaring station.

• Site contouring, slope terracing, and vegetation.

" Covering refuse with additional fill.

The partial control Treasures instituted by the owner were
insufficient to rr.aintain site integrity and the EPA, therefore,
instituted emergency response actions in order to protect public
health, welfare and the environment. Emergency actions performed
to date by EFA ir.elude:

e Slope stability and erosion control improvements,
including construction of a toe buttress.

• Surface runoff and drainage improvements.
6 Rehabilitation of the main flare station.
e Site security.
e Placement of vented water meter box covers off-site.

The owner/operator's ability to control the environmental
probler.s and maintain the control systems began to diminish
significantly in late 1984 when it notified EPA and the
California Department of Health Services (DOHS) that it could
no longer afford to truck leachate offsite for treatment. EPA
conducted the leachate trucking and treatment for several months.
Subsequently, DDKS assumed responsibility for this activity, while
Oil continued to attempt to operate and maintain remaining on-site
control systems. On May 19, 1986, Oil notified the State that
they intended to discontinue all site control and monitoring
activities on the site except irrigation. The EPA therefore
assumed these activities on May 20, 1986. SCM activities then
continued to be performed by EPA with the State DOHS providing
leachate trucking and treatment and Oil providing on-site
irrigation. On December 15, 1986, the State transferred
responsibility for leachate trucking and treatment to the EPA.
EPA has also requested that Oil allow EPA to assume full
responsibility for irrigation of the site because EPA believes
Oil has not properly conducted the activity.
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CURF.ENT SITE CONDITIONS

Interirr, actions have been undertaken at the landfill to
control and prevent leachate seeps from occurring. A leachate
collection system was installed in the early 1980's by Oil and
was subsequently expanded or. an as-needed basis in response to
on- and off-site surface seepage. Leachate generated from the site
is collected by a combination of shallow collection drains and
deeper leachate wells. There are five areas on the cite in which
leachate collection systems are located. These are shown on
Figure 2 and are detailed below.

Area I

Area I on the southeast side of the site consists of
trenches, perforated pipes, and leachate disposal wells drilled
into dry refuse. Liquid waste disposal was not permitted on
this portion of the landfall. However, there have been leachate
seeps within this area. With the installation of the collection
syster,, the seeps have apparently been controlled. Seismic
studies of the landfill, performed for EPA by Woodward Clyde
Consultants (WCC) indicate the absence of any extensive amounts
of liquids in this area.

Immedlately south of Area I, along the base of the landfill,
a toe- buttress wss recently constructed to stabilize the slopes.
A continuous drain was installed within the toe buttress. Leachate
collected fro::, this drain is transported to one of three concrete
storage tanks which is periodically pumped out by a vacuum truck.

Area II

The Area II leachate collection system in the lower south-
east portion of the site consists of the six Iguala wells. The
Iguala wells were installed to prevent leachate seeps in the
Iguala Park area south of the Oil boundary. The wells are 70 to
60 feet deep, generally extending through approximately 10 to IS
feet of landfill rubbish and into the native earth material. The
wells are equipped with electrically powered submersible pumps.
Leachate collected from the wells is pumped into a collection
manifold pipe connecting the six wells to the underground tanks
in leachate collection Area III. There are five other wells in
Area II which are not connected to the collection system. In the
past, leachate has been pumped from these wells into vacuum
trucks. There is no record of pumping for the past several
years.

Two new collection wells were installed in 1986 as part of
the emergency response actions for the site. These wells are
part of the collection system installed to prevent seeps in
the Iguala Park area. The wells are located 50 feet to either
side of well IL-18.
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Area III

The leachate collection system in Area III, on the southwest
corner of the site, consists of a series of buried, perforated
pipes and trenches discharging into three buried steel tanks.
The buried steel tanks consist of one 3,500 gallon tank which has
the upper part of both ends perforated, an 6*000 gallon tank, and
a 10,000 gallon tank. Each tank can be individually emptied
through pumping. The tanks are resting in a gravel bed which can
also be pumped to remove leachate collected within the gravel bed
surrounding the tanks. The 3,500 gallon tank, with perforations
in the upper part of each end, is designed to collect leachate in
the gravel bed surrounding the cluster of tanks. All three tanks
are frorr. old vacuum trucks and do not meet current regulations
for underground tanks.

Southwest and down-slope of the buried tanks, along the
boundary of Oil, is a french drain system which flows to a
36-inch diameter unlined sump. Leachate is pumped from the
sur.p to the buried tanks.

Area IV

Leachste collected in the buried tanks in Area III is pumped
to three 20,000 gallon, above-ground storage tanks (Baker tanks)
located in the vicinity of the surge tower in Area IV. Leachate
is removed from the storage tanks by a vacuum truck and trans-
ported off-site for treatment and disposal. During the period
fror. April 19E3 through October 1984, the leachate was trucked
to and disposed of in the active landfill working area.

The main leachate collection system in Area IV on the
western side of the site is similar to the system in Area III,
consisting of perforated pipe and trenches which feed to an
unlined, 36-inch diameter sump in the vicinity of the surge
tower. The surge tower serves as a standpipe providing adequate
head to gravity flow leachate into the buried tanks in Area III.

Area V

The leachate collection system in Area V is very similar to
the system in Area I, consisting of trenches, perforated pipe and
leachate disposal wells drilled into dry refuse. It is believed
that leachate seeps occurred in this area during the stockpiling
of dirt immediately up-slope. The existing system in Area V is
apparently controlling surface seeps in this area.

In December 1986, approximately 97,000 gallons of leachate
were hauled off-site for treatment and disposal. This repre-
sents a daily average generation of approximately 3,125 gallons
of leachate. EPA has initiated emergency response actions to
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repair and improve the existing leachate collection system.
These repairs and improvements were necessary to reduce the
potential for groundwater contamination fron; leaking underground
tanks, and to improve the effectiveness of the collection system
to reduce the potential for off-site migration of leachate.
Additional improvements are still necessary to improve the
existing collection system.

Historically, EPA has collected between 5 and € thousand gallons of
leachate per day. EPA believes the volumes of leachate and other
hazardous liquids from the site requiring safe management vill
increase in the future. The expected increase is based on the
following factors:

e The present Oil leachate collection system is an inadequate
and poorly designed system in various states of disrepair.
EPA plans to replace and improve many portions of the
existing systerr. These improvements should increase the
efficiency of the collection system and consequently increase
the volume of leachate collected.

e The existing systerri may be expanded to de-water inundated
ges extraction wells and perimeter gas monitoring probes.

• The condensate collected at the OH flare station was
recently connected to the leachate collection system.
Drip legs in the gas system, which currently re-inject con-
densate into the landfill, may be replaced with a condensate
collection systerr.. Conecting this system to the leachate
collection syster, may result in an increase of several
thojsands gallons of liquid collected per day.

• EPA has assumed operation of the GSF gas extractions system.
Condensate generated by the GSF system will also be disposed
of into the leachate collection system. This would represent
an additional volume of 300 gallons per day. Additional volumes
may be collected in the future when EPA addresses the
condensate currently being recirculated into the landfill.

' Extraction of deeper leachate within the landfill in the future
could further increase the volume of leachate collected.

' Contamination has been detected in the groundwater in the
site vicinity. Extraction and treatment of groundwater may
be required in the future. A pre-treatment plant
could potentially be used for treating this contaminated
water also. During the hydrogeology investigation, the
water generated by well development, purging, and pump
testing may have to be treated prior to discharge.

In lir,<ht of the factors listed above, a collection rate of 10,000
gallons per day is considered a good estimate for the purpose of
formulating remedial action treatment alternatives and cost comparisons.
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LEACHATE CHARACTERIZATION

Based on review of over 70 sets of sampling data from the
past 42 months (January 1963 through July 1966), the quality of
leachate obtained frorr. the Oil landfill exhibits a high degree of
variability. No consistent sampling and analysis program extending
beyond a few months has ever been undertaken and data reviewed
illustrate the lack of consistent results and difficulty in assessing
the characteristics of a representative sample of leachate.
Although quality assurance information on some of the leachate
data was not readily available, inclusion of all results to
summarize leachate quality was believed to be appropriate to
fully characterize the potential range of contaminant levels which
may be present in Oil leachate and to therefore evaluate the
degree of flexibility which must be considered for treatment.

The 013 leachate can be described as a darkly colored liquid with
a moderate petroleur. and/or musky odor. Past analysis results
have been highly variable and indicate that leachate may contain
a wide array of organic and inorganic pollutants including oil
and grease, volatile organics, se-ivolatile organics, sulfides,
a variety of heavy metals, and high levels of chemical oxygen demand,
suspended sclics, and total dissolved solids.

A surT.ary cf the range of severs!
Oil leachate is presented below:

selected constituents found in

Range of Values
(mg/L except pK)

Minimum Maximum

pH
oii and grease
Cher.ical oxygen demand
Suspended solids
Total dissolved solids
Am.T. on i a
Vinyl Chloride
Methylene chloride
Toluene
Xylene isomers
1,4-Dioxane
bis(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate
Phenol
Sul f ides
Chromim
Arsenic
Zinc
Sodium
Calcium

6.6
6

750
62

7,226
720

ND
ND
ND
ND
ND

ND
ND
N D
ND

0.026
0.06

2,200
116

8.5
296 ,600

31,000
62,800
16,300

927
0.50

16.3
10.0
5.0

19.0
60.0

1.8
13.0
4.81
4.52

18.0
4,500

367

ND: Not Detected 239
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As illustrated in the table above, ir.any of the EPA Target Compounds
(TO have been identified in Oil leachate at various times during
the past few years. Heavy metals such as chromium, arsenic, zinc,
cadmium, copper, lead, nickel, mercury, and selenium which are
TCs have been found during elemental analysis of leachate and
have ranged from below detection limits to several milligrams
per liter. Average and median values of heavy metals in the
leachate indicate that they are commonly found in concentrations
of less than one milligram per liter and are represented by
corr.T.on mono and divalent species such as sodium, potassium,
magnesium, calcium and iron. This conclusion was further substan-
tiatd by the high quality NEIC analysis which identified heavy
metal ranging fror. detection limits to 340 micrograms per liter
and cor-jron metals ranging fror. 16 to 3400 milligrams per liter.

Over one-third of the organic TCs as well as a variety of non-TCs
have been detected at least once in an Oil leachate sample.
Organic* which have been frequently identified in leachate include
volatile aromatic compounds such as benzene, dichlorobenzene,
ethyl benzene, toluene and xylene isorrers, volatile halocarbons
such as 1, l-d:chloroethane, methylene chloride and vinyl chloride,
and other volatile constituents such as acetone, methylethyl ketone
and dioxane isorers. Several ser.ivolatile TCs were also frequently
identified including several phenol species, several phthalate
esters, naphthalene, phenanthrene and 2-ir.ethylnaphthalene. These
orgar.ics, along with r.sny less frequently detected organic
constituents, have been found to be present in leachate at levels
ranging fror detection lirr.its to several milligram per liter.
Average and median values for organic TCs indicate that they are
usually present in concentrations of several hundred micrograms per
liter or less. The high quality NEIC analysis generally substantiated
this conclusion although high levels of 1,4 Dioxane (13 mg/1), 2-
methyl-2-butanol (1.4 mg/1), 2-methyl-2-propanol (2.0mg/l) and
bis (2 ethylhexyl) phthalate (1.1 mg/1) were identified in this
particular sarrple.

Several analyses for organic constituents in Oil leachate have
indicated the presence of a complex organic matrix which consists
largely of undifferentiated weathered hydrocarbon species which
are not normally identified using conventional gas chromatographic
and gas chromatographic/mass spectroscopic techniques. Occasionally,
analyzing laboratories have estimated the concentrations of organic
acids and n-alkanes present in leachate. One set of results for
a leachate sample taken in June of 1984 reported estimatd levels
of butanoic, pentanoic and hexanoic acids at levels of 1.6, 1*9,
and 3.1 milligrams per liter respectively. Other labs have estimated
the levels of various n-alkanes (from 9 to 31 carbons) on several
occasions and have reported total levels of several hundred
milligrams per liter. The high quality NEIC analysis quantified
the n-alkanes at a total level of 1.4 mg/1. It was also was
estimated, based en a total ion count for the chromatograms, that
the total concentrations of hydrocarbon materials in this sample
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was 70 n.z/1, most of which could not be specifically identified.
Analysis showed that 66 percent of the dissolved organic carbon
in the NIIC leachate sample could be attributed to organic acids.

In addition to metal and organic pollutant level determination,
the concentrations of many other contaminants have been quantified
in samples of Oil leachate. The pH of the leachate has generally
been neutral or slightly basic. Oil and grease, chemical oxygen
demand, and suspended solids have been found in highly variable
concentrations with median values of 473 mg/1, 4,690 mg/1 and 628
mg/1, respectively. Dissolved solids levels have been more
consistent at mean and median levels of approximately 11,500
mg/1. AT.-;onia levels in Oil leachate average approximately 620
ir.g/I based upon the two sets of results reviewed.

Besed upon a review of the over 70 sets of available analytical
data characterizing Oil leachate, this waste was found to have a
high strength character. The results were highly variable with
respect to levels of specific organic and inorganic constituents,
thjs raking the determination of a "representative sample" of
leachate difficult. However, general categories of pollutants
for which removal through treatment would be necessary are currently
identified as oil and grease, metals, organics, and sulfides.

Corrr-jnity Relations

A history of the community relations activities at the Oil site,
the background on community involvement and concerns, and specific
comments on the Feasibility Study and EPA's responses are found
in the attached Responsiveness Summary.

Alternatives Evaluation

Remedial Action Objectives:

The following objectives and considerations guided the formulation
of remedial action alternatives for management of leachate and other
hazardous liquids collected at Oil.

• The Remedial Action must be easily and rapidly impleroentable
and have the potential to be integrated into the final remedy
for the site.

• The alternatives must be flexible in order to manage both
short- and long-term variations in the leachate collection
rate end in the chemical characteristics of the leachate.

• Remedial, actions which included treatment to permanently
and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility
of Oil l«*chate contaminants were preferred.
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Initiel Scrfrer.inc cf Alternatives;

EPA identified the following alternatives for managing
leachate. and other hazardous liquids collected at the Operating
Industries, Inc. Superfund site.

• No Action

• Off-si te disposal without treatment

• Off-site treatment

• On-site disposal without treatment
e On-site treatment

Of these alternatives, only on-site and off-site treatment
re-ained after performing the initial, screening of alternatives
in the "Leachate Management Feasibility Study, Operating Indus-
tries, Inc. Landfill Site", March 1967.

The no-action alternative, which consists of termination
of pumping from the Iguala Wells, the sumps in Areas III and
IV, and the underground leachate collection tanks, would result
in overflows and off-site seepage into nearby residential areas.
Uncontrolled seeps from the south and southwest boundaries of
the landfill would expose a potentially large number of people
living and working in the adjacent areas to Oil leachate. An
analysis of the target pollutants identified in the leachate
has indicated that exposure to Oil leachate, leachate vapors or
leachate-contaminated soil by inhalation, dermal contact or
ingestion presents a potential human health hazard. The no-
action alternative would endanger the environment surrounding
the site by allowing leachate to contaminate air, soil, and
groundwater.

The off-site disposal alternative for the Oil site involves
the pumping of Iguala Wells, sumps, and underground tanks to
the above-ground storage tanks which would be hauled a minimum
of 200 miles in vacuum trucks to an off-site RCRA disposal
facility. This alternative was eliminated from further
consideration as its cost exceeds the costs of other alternatives
evaluated without providing greater protection of public health
and the environment. Additionally, off-site land disposal is
not a preferred method under CERCLA which establishes a preference
for response actions that use treatment, reuse, or recycling.
New EPA land disposal policy prohibits land disposal of dioxins
and solvents. Thus, off-site disposal of free liquids may not
be possible over the long-term.

The on-site disposal alternative involves the continued
pumping of the Iguala wells, sumps, and underground tanks to
the above-ground storage tanks. The leachate is then pumped
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to on-site surface impoundments. On-site disposal will not
adequately protect public health and is not a preferred
alternative as volatile organic constituents present in the
leachate would pass into the atmosphere and pose a threat to
nearby communities. Additionally, there is a proposed California
state regulation forbidding the disposal of untreated hazardous
wastes into evaporation ponds which could prevent on-site disposal
over the long-term.

Two on-site treatment alternatives were eliminated due to
their failure to meet effluent discharge requirements and/or
public health concerns. The first treatment alternative was
developed as a minimal treatment process and included gravity
separation or clarification with discharge of effluent to the
LACSD sanitary sewage system. This alternative would remove
oil and grease but would not effectively rerr.ove soluble heavy
metals, s_lfides, cyanides, or water soluble organic constituents
which would consequently be discharged to the sanitary sewer.

The second eliminated alternative consisted of the gravity
separation, rapid mix coarular.t addition, dissolved air flotation
and filtration process train followed by air stripping without
off-gas treatment and granular activated carbon adsorption with
sewering of the effluent. This alternative would fail to treat
cff-cas frc~ the air stripping tower. Transferring hazardous
substances fror. the liquid to gas phase is not a permanent
method of reducing the toxicity or mobility of these pollutants.
In addition, uncontrolled emissions could lead to further
degradation of air quality at the site and to the potential for
public health problers. For these reasons, this alternative
was eliminated fror. further consideration.

A summary of the initial screening of alternatives is
presented in Table 1.

Detailed Evaluation of Alternatives

Off-site treatment and four on-site treatment alternatives were
further evaluated based on the detailed evaluation criteria of
the "EPA 1965 Feasibilty Study Guidance" and the factors presented
in Section 121 (b)(l)(A-G) of SARA. These criteria are:

• Technical feasibility (performance, reliability,
implementability)

• Institutional considerations

• Protection of public health

• Environmental protection
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LE 1

SUMMARY OF INITIAL SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES

Alternative Results of Initial Screening for Elimination

N>
•P-

No Action

Off-site treatment

Off-site disposal

On-site disposal

On-site treatment

Alt.l - Gravity separation sewer disposal Eliminated

Alt.2 - Gravity separation, coagulation
addition, DAF, filtration, air
stripping with off-gas treatment
sewer disposal

Alt.3 - Same as Alt.2 with GAC replacing
air strlpping/off-gas treatment

Alt.4 - Same as Alt.3 with air stripping
without off-gas treatment added
prior to GAC

Alt.5 - Same as Alt.4 with off-gas treat-
ment added

El imin«ited

Consider further

Eliminated

Eliminated

Consider further

Consider further

Eliminated

Consider further

Potential adverse public he.ilth and
rnvironmenteil effects

Potential adverse public health
effects, EPA policy, prmonrncy,
cost

Potential adverse public health
effects, permanency

°otential adverse health and
environmental effects, permanency

Potential adverse health effects,
permanency

Alt.6 - Same as Alt.5 with UF/RO added and Consider further
reuse of effluent
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• Cos t -e f fec t iveness : Cost-effect iveness over the in ter im
(5 year) period was eva lua ted .

The SARA Section 121 ( b ) ( l ) ( A - G ) factors are:

A) The long-term uncertainties associated with land disposal.

B) Goals, objectives, and requirements of the Solid
Kaste Disposal Act.

C) The persistence, toxici ty , mobi l i ty , and propensity to
bi ©accumulate of hazardous substances and their con-
s t i tuents .

D) Short- and long-term potent ial for adverse heal th
effects fror. hur.an exposure.

E) Long-term maintenance costs.

F) Potential for future remedial action costs if the
alternative remedial actior, in question were to fail.

G) Potential threat to hur.an health and environment
associated with excavation, transportation, and redisposal
or containment.

*" • ~ - -i 71 i on of _Al t e r n a t i ve s

Off-site Treatment:

Off-site treatment is the method currently used to manage
leachate and other hazardous liquids generated at the Oil
site. Leachate is hauled by vacuum truck to an off-site
treatment facility where it is treated and the effluent
discharged to the Los Angeles County Sanitation District
(LACSD) sewer system. Two facilities in Southern California
are currently permitted and capable of treating the leachate.
The treatment process used at one of these facilities is
illustrated in Figure 3.

On-site Treatment:

The on-site treatment alternative for managing OH
leachate involves the construction and operation of a leachate
treatment facility at the landfill site. The following four
alternative treatment plant configurations were evaluated for
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treatrent of the leachate:

Alternative 12

Gravity separation '-—> coagulant addition --> dis-
solved air flotation —> air stripping with vapor phase
carbon adsorption ... discharge

Alternative 13

Gravity separation —>coagulant addition —> dissolved
air flotation —> filtration --> liquid phase granular
activated carbon adsorption ... discharge

Alternative 15

Gravity separation —> coagulant —> dissolved air
flotation —>filtration —> air stripping with vapor phase
carbon adsorption --> liquid phase granular activated
carbon adsorption ... discharge

Alternative * 6

Gravity separation —> dissolved air flotation •—>
filtration —> air stripping with vapor phase carbon
adsorption --> liquid phase granular activated carbon ad-
sorption —> ultra-filtration —> reverse osmosis ..reuse
and/or discharge

Description

The unit processes for removal of oil and grease and heavy
metals are the same for the four on-site treatment alternatives
(Alternatives 2,3,5 and 6). The processes for the removal of the
organic compounds vary between on-site treatment Alternatives
2,3, and 5. A schematic of the Alternative 2 process train is
shown in Figure 4. Without granular activated carbon (GAC)
adsorption following air stripping, it is unlikely that the
treated leachate would consistently meet the requirements for
total toxic organic removal needed for an off-site wastewater
discharge permit. However, this alternative does reduce the
threat from the hazardous leachate and provides significant
protection to public health and welfare and the environment.

On-site treatment Alternative 3, as depicted schematically
in Figure 5, uses GAC adsorption without air stripping. The
carbon adsorption unit is utilized for the removal of both the
volatile and semi-volatile organics. Although the GAC unit may
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not efficiently remove small polar organic constituents, it is
likely that the treated leachate would consistently meet the
ARARs.

On-site treatment Alternative 15, shown in Figure 6, in-
cludes both air stripping and GAC adsorption. This process train
is configured in order to achieve a level of leachate treatment
that will attain discharge requirements. Air stripping is added
to reduce the organic load on the GAC unit and would extend
the life of the carbon.

On-site treatment Alternative 6, shown schematically in
Figure 7, adds ultrafiltrat:on and reverse osmosis to the pro-
cess train of on-site treatment Alternative 15. These units would
allow for the production of effluent of irrigation reuse quality,
and thus wcjld exceed LACSD standards.

The leachate treatment facilities discussed in previous
sections were sized to treat the liquids collected at a rate
of approximately 10,OCO gallons/day. In order to minimize
impacts of plant operations, plant operation is planned for
40 hours per week and would operate on weekdays only during
daylight hours. If flow significantly increases, the plant
would have the capability of operating up to 24 hours per day.
A forty-hour week operating period requires process units
capable of treating a flow rate of 30 gallons per minute (gpm).
The plant would be capable of efficiently treating leachate in
a flow range of 15 to 35 gpm. Thus, the plant will have the
flexibility of handling variations in the rate of leachate
collection from 7,200 gallons/day to 16,600 gallons/day over
an eight-hour workday. For planning purposes and consistency
with the final site remedy, flexibility will be incorporated
into the plant layout and space requirements. The flexibility
will accomodate plant expansion to a 60, to a 90, and/or to a
120 gpm plant. Operation of a 120 gpm plant 24 hours per day
defines the maximum design capacity for the facility of 57,600
gallons/day.

Evaluation

Off-site Treatment:

Off-site treatment was judged to be effective for the
treatment of Oil leachate and is readily implementable but the
long-term reliability of this alternative is questionable. The
CERCLA off-site disposal policy requires a RCRA inspection of
off-site treatment facilities every six months. If significant
violations are found at a facility, that facility can no longer
be used for treatment of the Oil leachate. As a private
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enterprisc, the off-site treatment facility could cease operation
at any tirtc, especially if it becor.es unprofitable. Costs of
leachate treatment at the facility are set by the company and are
obviously out of the control of EPA. If either facility becomes
unavailable for treatment in the future, an alternative off-site
treatment facility would need to be identified. Off-site treat-
ment might then require excessive haul distances and associated
increases in cost and risk. If no alternative facilities are
available, construction of an on-site treatment facility would
then be required. During design and construction of an on-site
treatment facility, on-site storage of significant volumes of
leachate may be necessary. Other leachate management options
ir.ay include treatment off-site in violation of the CERCLA off-site
disposal policy or land disposal in potential violation of the
Solid Waste Disposal Act.

Off-site treatment could expose the public to the potential
risk of direct contact with the leachate in the case of a
transportation accident involving spillage. Leachate spillage
at points cf loading and unloading poses the greatest risk,
however the public would not likely be directly exposed to
these spills. Residuals, such as oil and grease, sludges and
spent carbon are not as rigorously regulated at off-site treatment
facilities as they are at Superfund sites. Disposition of
these residuals could pose a potential threat to human health
and the environment.

Spillage of leachate during transport could result in
groundwater contamination or contamination of surface waters
such as the Los Angeles River and the Rio Hondo Coastal Basins
e~-«>adino ground. In addition, off-site treatment was the most
costly alternative of those evaluated further. The present
worth cost of five years of off-site treatment was estimated at
approximately 6.8 million dollars.

On-site Treatment:

The four on-site treatment alternatives which underwent detailed
evaluation are all effective in reducing the mobility, toxicity and
volume of hazardous constituents in the Oil leachate and could
be easily adapted to deal with variable leachate characteristics.
All the alternatives are commonly used in industry and in
leachate treatment. The on-site treatment facilitie would be
designed to maximize automation and is expected to have low
maintenance requirements. The unit processes are standard or
pre-packaged units and are readily implementable. All treated
effluent would be batch tested prior to discharge to insure
effectiveness and reliability of contaminant removal.

All of the on-site treatment alternatives would discharge
treated effluent to the LACSD sewerage system. This discharge
would be required to meet the discharge requirements of the LACSD.
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Any on-site alternative would be in full coir.pliance with
all applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements of the
Clean Water Act (CKA), and the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA). Sewering of effluent from any of the on-site
treatment alternatives should have no measurable impact on the
receiving Joint Water Pollution Control Plant in Carson, California,
or the receiving waters of the Pacific Ocean.

Industrial Kastewater Discharge permits (IWDP) would be
required from the local sewering agency (Monterey Park or
Montebello). The City of Monterey Park Sanitary Sewer and
Industrial Waste Code requires approval of City Council prior
to issuance of an IWOP for discharge of landfill wastes into
the city sewer system. Discharge to local sewers in the City
of Montebello would require approval from that city.

Co-parison of Alternatives

Off-site treatment is more costly than any of the on-site
treatr-.ent options at a cost of approximately $6.8 million for 5
years of treatrent. It also poses the greatest potential for
spillage at points of loading and unloading and during transport.
Spillage during transport wojld pose the potential for direct
human contact and environmental contamination. Off-site treatment
hes the least long-ten* reliability and the greatest potential
for increased future remedial action costs.

The cost of on-site treatment for a five-year period ranged
from S3.8 to $5.1 million for the range of treatment processes.
All on-site treatment alternatives would be constructed to
minimize the potential for spillage, and all spillage could be
contained within the facility. Leachate would be treated to
meet discharge standards, and any air emissions from these
alternatives would be controlled with best demonstrated available
technologies to protect public health and the environment.
Concerns about leachate spillage during transport and long-term
reliability would be eliminated by choosing an on-site alternative.

Comparsion of On-site Treatment Processes:

Four different treatment processes, Alternatives 2, 3,
5, and 6, underwent detailed evaluation in the PS. Different
treatment processes were used to achieve varying degrees of
treatment, effectiveness, and efficiency. All four alternatives
include oil and grease separation, chemical addition, dissolved
air flotation (DAD, and sand filtration as the initial treatment
processes. The oil and grease separation removes nonemulsified
oil and grease from the leachate. Settleabls sludge solids are
also removed in this portion of che pro-vsu,. Chemicals are
then mixed with the leachate to iJacilitate removal of emulsified
oil and grease and heavy metals. iOAF i> then used to remove
flocculated oil and grease which ure sk-i/awcO off the top of the
flotation tank and heavy metals î-:!> r ./o'.lected as sludges
at the bottom. Gravity sand fi;- --r;* ar? ..'u'.»? to capture floe
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arid other suspended solids not removed by the DAF unit.

Alternative *2:

In alternative 42, air stripping is added to the treatment
process. Air stripping is a unit process in which liquid
and air are brought into contact to remove volatile substances
from the liquids (i.e., volatile organics and sulfides).
Several volatile organic compounds, such as vinyl chloride,
found in Oil leachate have high Henry's Law constants, and thus
would be readily removed. However, the presence of a complex
matrix of toxic organic substances in the leachate, including
less volatile pollutants such as phenols and phthalate esters,
could prevent an air stripping system alone from consistently
meeting LACSD standards for total toxic organics. For this
reason Alternative 42 was not considered as effective as alter-
natives employing both air stripping and granular activated
carbor. adsorption.

Alternative #3:

Alternative 43 er.pl oys granular activated carbon (GAC)
adsorption following the initial treatment process. Activated
carter, removes organic contar.inants fro- water by the process
of adsorption. Activated carbon may not effectively remove the
smaller, polar organic constituents in the leachate, such as
methylene chloride and vinyl chloride, due to the existence of
a corplex organic matrix in the waste and the resulting
corpetitive adsorption effects. Alternative |3 should provide
organic removal as required to meet the LACSD total toxic organic
effluent discharge limitation of 1.0 mg/1. The use of GAC
without an air-stripping unit would increase carbon usage due
to higher organic loading and therefore increases cost due to
GAC replacement. For these reasons, Alternative 13 was not
considered as effective as alternatives employing both air
stripping and GAC units.

Alternative 45:
Alternative 45 employs air stripping and GAC adsorption

after the initial treatment process. This system-provided
for improved protection of public health by capturing toxic
constituents present in off-gases from the air stripping tower
in the vapor phase carbon adsorption column. By utilizing both
processes, this alternative is expected to achieve the LACSD
discharge requirements for both vinyl chloride and total toxic
organics. This alternative should reduce carbon consumption
and associated costs.
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Alternative *€:

Alternative *6 adds ultra-filtration/reverse osmosis to
the Alternative 15 process train. This process would remove
total dissolved solids from one portion of the treated leachate
and concentrate it in the other portion, creating irrigation
quality water for use on site and a waste high IDS brine requiring'
disposal in the LACSD sewer system. Due to the high concentration
of dissolved solids in the Oil leachate, approximately 60%
waste brine and 40% irrigation quality water would be produced
per unit volume of treated leachate processed by the UF/RO
unit. Due to the additional design requirements and plant
maintenance activities associated with UF/RO and the additional
cost of approximately $500 thousand for 5 yrs of leachate
treatrent, Alternative *6 was not considered as effective as
Alternative 15. Table 2 presents a sumr.ary of the detailed
evaluation cf alternatives.

S I T I N : - A N A L Y S I S O F C N - S I T E T F E A T K E N T F A C I L I T Y

Description cf Alternatives:

Ir. considering the construction of a new treatment plant
at the CI3 landfill site, five potentially feasible locations
were identified. The approximate locations and direction and
distance to points of sewering are shown in Figure __8_«
Location A is on the so-th parcel or. an area south of the
existing G£F facility and flare station. Location B is on the
parcel north of the Porrona Freeway. Location C is on land
owned by Chevron Corporation abutting the eastern boundary of
the landfill site in the city of Kontebello. Location p is on
the top of the landfill. Location E is on Southern California
Edison Property adjacent to the western boundary of the south
parce.

It is estimated that a site area of approximately 60,000
ft2 would be required to provide the space for a 30 gpm facility
with roorr. for expansion to a 120 gpm facility. In estimating
the size requirements, the following items were considered:

* Space for unit processes and influent and effluent
storage for a 120 gpm facility.

• Space for sludge handling.

• Provision for a clean area for the laboratory and
office and the unloading of chemical shipments.

* A decontamination area and an area for equipment wash-
down such as trucks leaving the sludge handling area.

The treatment plant processes and unit sizes are the same
for all locations and *re based upon on-site Treatment
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Site Location Considerations:

Location A was originally considered but was eliminated
because:

0 Site is within ICO feet of residences in the City
of Kontebello. Residences are concerned with the
proximity of this site location. Major concerns
are noise, odors, and safety.

e Construction of facility at this location way
ccr.flict with spece requirements for future remedial
actions .

0 Site is minirur size needed for current design
specifications with no room for expansion.

Loret;o- E is cor.sicere- to be a feasible location for the
fell owing reasons:

c Flat site located several thousand feet from
residential neighborhoods.

• Facility will require approximately one acre out
of the 45-acre North Parcel allowing for further
business development by City of Monterey Park on
property remaining after the Superfund final remedy
is completed.

0 Leachate can be piped across the Poroona Freeway in
accordance with Caltrans regulations and requirements.

• Site is available space on Oil Superfund site
and therefore would present no acquisition or access
problems.

Location C was ultimately eliminated as a feasible
alternative due to the following:

• Would require the acquisition of approximately one
acre of land from the Chevron Corporation (not
including access road). Location is not located
on the Oil Superfund site. Acquisition of land and
administrative requirements could delay implementation.

• Site would be located 3500' to 4000' from the
leachate collection tanks. Leachate line to the
plant site would be located close to the yards of
numerous residences in the City of Montebello.
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• City of Kontebello is developing plans to acquire
this property from Chevron for light commercial
activities.

Location D was considered but was eliminated for the
following reasons:

0 Site would require a special geotechnical study to
determine a suitable location for the unit processes
and storage tanks.

6 Special design considerations would be required to
accomodate anticipated differential settling. The
locations and magnitude of settling is not
predictable and could cause serious problems in
maintaining the integrity of the facility.

e Location may not be compatible with the final
remedy for the site. Site could prevent or delay
implementation of future remedial actions such as
ces control and final closure.

e Overall, siting at Location D would probably delay
the implementation of the treatment facility and
add costs to t.v.e fir.sl remedial action process.
Uncertainties associated with this location would
red-ce the reliability of a treatment facility.

Location E was ultimately eliminated as a feasible alter-
native as:

e Site is located off-site of the Oil Superfund site.
8 Cou'd result ir potential disruption of Southern

California Edison power routing.

• Ko-Jd require acquisition of land from Southern
California Edison. Preliminary discussions indicate
strong opposition from Edison company.

• Land acquisition and administrative requirements
could significantly delay implementation of the
remedial action.

SELECTED REMEDY

Description:

EPA's selected remedy for leachate management is on-site
treatment using the processes presented in Alternative I 5 of
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The on-site treatment
to treat leachate and other hazardous

the Oil site during the period before the

the Leachate Management Feasibility Study.
facility will be use
liquids collected at
final remedy for the site is implemented. The facility will be
constructed at location 6 located on the north parcel of the Oil
site as presented in the Leachate Management Feasibility Study.
The treatment facility will be designed to provide the flexibility
required to treat varying qualities of leachate and to allow
for expansion to treat increased volumes of hazardous liquids.
Treatment at the facility could continue after implementation
of the final remedy if it is included as part of that remedy.

The on-site treatment would be used during the interim
period primarily as part of source control for treatment of
leachate and condensate from the site. The plant could also be
used for certain RI derived wastes, i.e. decontamination water
and hydroceology pur.p test water. Th plant has the potential
to be used for management of contaminant plume migration in the
future, if groundwater treatment is required.

The on-site treatment facility will be constructed as a 30
gal lor. per minute plant with an operating range of 15 to 35
gallons per minute The treatment plant process units will be
mounted or. individual concrete pads and configured to allow for
plant expansion to 60 gp- , 90 gp~, and/or 120 cpm. The plant
will be constructed on approximately 60,000 ft^ to accommodate
future expansion to 120 gpr. . Influent leachate storage of
100,000 gallons will be provided. Treatment plant effluent

for testing prior to discharge to the
Appropriate noise and odor abatement features,

be incorporated into the design of the

will be batched
LACSD sewering
and landscaping will
treatment plant.

The five-year present worth cost of the selected remedy is
$4.6 million. This represents a capitol cost of $1.6
million and an annual operations and maintenance cost of
approximately $700,000. The selected remedy is the most-
effective remedy since it is the least costly alternative which
should achieve ARARs.

Target treatment level:

Leachate will be treated to achieve the Los Angeles County
Sanitation District (LASCD) Discharge Requirements. Treated
effluent will be discharged to the Joint Water Pollution
Control Plant in Carson, CA. Table 3 lists the LACSD discharge
requirements. *

Residuals:

thP r r t A rthe material
skimmings are

i?1^ *n<? greaseill be picked up
determined to be

are determined not to be hazardous,
by a waste oil company. If the
hazardous, they will be disposed
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EFFLUENT DISCHARGE LIKITS
FOR

CENTRALIZED HAZARDOUS WASTE TREATMENT FACILITIES

LOS ANGELES COUNTY SANITATION DISTRICT

Parameter'
Limitation (mg/1)

(maximum for any time)

r
r

Arser.ic (total)
Cadruur. (total)
Chror^ur (total)
Copper (total)
Lead (total.1

Kerrury (total 1
Nickel (total,
Silver (total1

Zir.c (total !
Cysr.ide (total)
S-lfides (dissolved,1

Total toxic orgar.ics'
Oil ar.d grease
Vinyl Chloride
Radioactivity' 3 '

.3.0
0.69
2.77
3.38
0.69
2.0
3.96
0.43
2.61
1.20
0.1
1.0

10.0
0.015

r
c

(1 'Limitations for other organic parameters and metals will be set as
needed.

12 'Total toxic organics (a list of 131 compounds specified by LACSD)
are to be analyzed using EPA Methods 601 and 602. Additional analysis
using EPA Method 625 may be required.

13'in accordance with Title 17, California Adrinistrative Code, Section
30287. Generally limited to 400 pCi/L above natural background.
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of at a RCR.A facility in compliance with the CERCLA off-site
disposal policy.

Once the carbon adsorptive capacity of the GAC units has
been fully utilized, the carbon would be disposed of or
regenerated. Pick-up of spent carbon and off-site regeneration
is a service frequently offered by suppliers of activated
carbon and would be used for this project.

Sludge is expected to be produced at a rate of approximately
0.5% by volume of total leachate. If the sludge is determined
to be hazardous, it will be disposed of off-site in compliance
with the CERCLA offsite disposal policy. Currently, hazardous
sludges produced through treatment of CERCLA wastes are hauled to
Cherwaste in Arlington, Oregon or USPCI in Murray, Utah. A
California facility may be available by the time a treatment
plant is constructed.

Air emissions fro- the facility such as emissions from the
DAF unit and the air stripper will be controlled with best
demonstrated available technology. Vapor phase carbon
adsorption and thermal destruction technologies will be evaluated
during the design phase of the project. Emissions from, the
facility will comply with South Coast Air Quality Management
Districts "New Source Review" requirements which require posing
a risk of less than 10~6 to the community.

The treatment facility is intended to be utilized until
implementation of the final remedy for the site or until
EFA determines it is no longer needed for the treatment of
hazardous liquid fror the 01! Superfund site at which time the
treatment facility would be dismantled. Only hazardous
liquid generated from the Oil site would be treated at the facility
The facility will be designed so that it can be integrated into
the final remedy if continuing treatment of hazardous liquids
is required.

Statutory Determinations

Protectiveness:

The treatment facility will be protective of public health
and the environment. Leachate will be piped directly to the
•.acility to reduce the risk to public health and environment
associated with truck transport of the leachate. Batch testing
of treated effluent will insure that discharge requirements are
•r:t. Air emissions from the facility will be controlled with
•-•*st available technologies and will comply with SCAQMD regula-
' ions to achieve a risk level of less than 10~6. Residuals fror.
'-'.£ treatment processes will be regulated under the CERCLA
f- ~ite disposal policy. Construction of the facility will
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not pose any significant risk to the community or construction

workers. Safety features at the facility will be designed to
prevent community exposure to leachate spills.

The facility will utilize proven processes and will be
reliable for both short- and long-term use. The potential need
for replacement of this remedy is very low.
Consistency Kith Other Laws:

Federal ARARs

EFA intends to cor.ply with federal ARARs for any off-site
or on-site treatr.er.t or disposal alternati"e for remedial
actions taker, at the Oil site. The majority of these
laws are adrinistrated by State or local agencies. Subtitle C
of the Solid Waste Disposal Act, entitled the Resource Conservation
arc Recovery Act (RCRA), would apply to on-site or off-
site treatment or disposal facilities.

Regulations for new facilities involved in the treatment,
storage, or disposal of hazardous wastes (40 CFR 264), developed
fr-or RCRA. are applicable tc any new on-site treatment facility
or surface impoundment.

The general pretreat^er.t requirements to the Federal Clean
Water Act would apply to any alternative which involves the
ultimate disposal of collected Oil leachate, whether treated
untreated, to a publicly-owned treatment works (POTW). Com-
pliance with these standards is enforced by the Los Angeles
County Sanitation District (LACSD).

The applicability of the Clean Air Act to-an on-site
treatment of disposal facility was determined to be applicable.
A new source review provision of the act would apply to any new
source of emissions and would be enforced by the SCAQMD.

State ARARs

Applicable or relevant and appropriate state requirements
as veil as local requirements for an on-site or off-site leachate
treatment or disposal facilities were identified. It is the
intent of the EPA to comply with state ARARs for any on-site
or off-site treatment or disposal alternative. These ARARs were
based on input from the California Department of Health Services
(DOKS), California Waste Management Board (CWMB), Los Angeles
County Sanitation Districts (LACSD), South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD) and the California Regional Water
Quality Control Board (CWQCB).

The California Department of Health Services implements the
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California RCRA program which would apply to remedial alternatives
involving the treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous wastes.
The California RCRA prograrr. is very similar to the federal RCRA
program. Regulations are codified under Title 22 of the California
Administrative Code.

The Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD), along
with the local city sewering agency, regulates discharges to
its sanitary sewer system, which serves the area surrounding
the Oil site. The LASCD sets effluent discharge standards
which must be met for liquid waste discharges to their sewer
syster. in order to assure compliance with the Federal Clean
Kater Act. In order to obtain approval for connection to the
off-site sanitary sewerage syster from the local sewering
agency (Monterey Park or Montebello) and LACSD, hydraulic
capacity must be available and waste treatment capable of
consistently meeting discharge limitations must be provided.
The LACSD discharge limitations for any treatment facilities
are presented in Table 4.

The South Coast Air Quality Management District regulates
erissior.s to the atmosphere. Several specific provisions have
been identified which would apply to on-site remedial actions
at Oil. Rule 422, entitled the nuisance provision, is a general
prohibition against excessive emissions which could cause
adverse effects including odors. Regulation 13 is a new source
review provision which mandates that the net emissions from any
new source cannot exceed 75 pounds of organics per day.

Cost-effectiveness and Utilization of Permanent Solutions:

The selected remedy offers the best combination of
effectiveness, implementability, and cost in comparison to the
other alternatives. This is the least costly alternative which
should achieve ARARs. It offers the same or greater, degree of
protection and reliability than any of the other alternatives.
All treatment process are proven technologies and can be readily
implemented. Off-site leachate treatment would continue as part
of the Site Control and Monitoring Operable Unit Remedial
Action during the construction of the selected remedy.

The selected remedy is cost-effective and utilizes treatment
technologies to the maximum extent practicable.
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